SOME ADAPTED FRAGMENTS OF SEVERAL 
CORRESPONDENCE EXCHANGES II: On 
pragmatism, technology, environmentalism and 
conservationism. ' 

A) EXCHANGE BETWEEN P. AND U.R.:” 


P: Some people I know who are interested in Kaczynski’s ideas believe in the “power 
of the myth” -hero worship, cult of personality and the like irrational stuff. Kaczynski 
himself also writes on the myth in pages 361 to 364 of Technological Slavery. It would 
be a good question if the myth of Ted Kaczynski would be a suitable revolutionary 
myth. 


U.R.: Irrationality (or better non-rationality) is an important part of human mind and 
behaviour. Indeed it is the most important part; actual rationality is only a thin layer 
covering the bulk of mind which is not rational. And this thin layer even not always 
appears; quite the opposite, it is quite rare. And precisely to be actually rational, non- 
rationality should be taken into account always. But the founders of a serious movement 
against technoindustrial system (first members, people who begin it) and its leaders 
should try to be as rational as they can, and leave pure non-rationality for the pawns and 
the masses. Non-rationality will emerge by itself always, somehow and sooner or later, 
it is not as necessary to promote it actively as to be alert about it in order to avoid errors. 
Before trying to cheat and manipulate pawns and masses using non-rationality (myths, 
idolatry, aesthetics, to appeal to emotions, etc.), there should be at least a core of few 
committed and rational individuals who lead the movement; and, as far as I know, there 
aren’t. 


Certainly, Kaczynski did discuss the “myth” there, but I am not convinced that I 
understood, or that he even knew, exactly all what he was talking about when he used 
the term “myth” in that writing. I think that, in that case, as long as I understand that 
text, some much better terms would have been “ideal”, “ideology”, “set of values”, 
“theory” or even “imagery” instead of “myth”. For me myths are a whole different 
thing, much more related with assuming or defending theories which lack empirical 


evidences. 


P: Whenever I think of rationality in Kaczynski’s context I think about clear pragmatic 
way of thinking you usually see within western military organisation when it comes to 
chaotic situations of warfare. The government, state and military in general operates far 
more efficiently (though they aren’t utterly efficient) than radical organisations who are 
more following impulses, irrationality and idealism ... In reality they are exposed to 
multiple conditions, interest groups (self-prop groups) and unforeseen consequences. It 
requires a correct mindset like you see with the military to improvise, adapt and 
overcome. But for this you have to be rational and I think discipline is the essence to 
make the rational mind more dominant to non-rational impulses. 


The leaders and founders (“the core” of the movement, you can say) should indeed be 
rational, but how even can suitable people be appealed to the ideas set forward by 
Kaczynski (and actually become die hard followers)? In this current climate there are 
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multiple factions/self-prop groups attempting to assert their interest and attempting to 
recruit suitable people for their agenda. There are different factions, from extremist to 
moderate to pro -establishment to anti-establishment that all desire to recruit and spread, 
how can the suitable people even become aware of and appealed by the ideas of 
Kaczynski? The publishing of the Unabomber’s Manifesto in the mainstream itself 
didn’t have much effect besides people reading it, and very few studying it or applying 
the ideas itself. 


U.R.: I agree, pragmatism and discipline are an important part of rationality and they 
are necessary to have any option of success. For me, pragmatism is much related with a 
materialist and scientific (empiricist) worldview, and these two are quite scarce among 
people who pretends to be questioning the system today. Anyway, pragmatism always 
depends on one’s idea of what is “pragmatic” (that is efficient, useful, practical), and 
this idea depends on the goals that one wants to attain, which in turn depend on the 
values and principles that one has or assumes. And these values haven’t rational last 
causes. Pragmatism always assumes some goals as desirable or undesirable and so, 
tacitly or explicitly, it assumes some values as right or wrong, and defines efficiency on 
the basis of them. But, why those values and goals and not others? This can’t be 
answered just basing on reason. That is, non-rationality is always on the base, even of 
rationality. But one thing is to acknowledge this fact (the inevitability of some non- 
rationality inherent to human behaviour) and to avoid to fall in naive rationalist ideas 
about the supposedly unlimited power of reason to attain some goals through changing 
and controlling reality (from human behaviour to complex technological or social 
systems, to ecosystems) and another is to defend irrationality as a desirable way of 
acting (at least in “politics”; or in the struggle against technoindustrial system). In my 
opinion (and in the opinion of most humans, most times), being and acting like a fool is 
virtually never good and desirable. Irrationalism is as bad as rationalism. 


Regarding your second paragraph, good questions with difficult answers. I can’t answer 
them. But I think that it is more an issue of finding the right people which already have 
the right values, intuitions and attitude than to convert or convince anybody who wasn’t 
already “convinced” to a great extent (that is, who already hasn’t some values, ideas and 
intuitions naturally). Where are those naturally already “convinced” people? How to get 
to them? Is there something else that can be done besides what has been/is being done 
already? I don’t know. 


B) EXCHANGE BETWEEN M.V. AND U.R.:4 


M.V: I believe, like you, that revolution is unviable, though I have not had enough time 
to reflect on it nor to find new paths ... Given the “state of affairs”, do you think that 
there is any way? It seems to me that maybe something can be done using technology 
itself. It also seems that by legal ways (without adopting any purism and total obedience 
to them) something can be done ... But perhaps a more severe way is necessary. 


U.R.: You say “I believe, like you, that revolution is unviable” and you ask me if I think 
that there exists any way. Well, first of all I have to make clear that I have never said 
that “revolution” is unviable. I have only said that it seems to me very improbable and 
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very difficult that enough people, with enough intellectual and material ability and 
enough dedication and commitment, will end up getting together to carry out the 
“revolution” (though I prefer not to use this term) which is needed to destroy 
technoindustrial system. But I have not said that it is unviable or impossible, nor I have 
thrown in the towel. 


On the other hand, if there is a possibility of actually changing the state of affairs, that 
is, of getting rid of modern technology and of the social system which is implied by it, it 
has to be either by chance, i.e. unintentionally (e.g. a huge natural or artificial 
catastrophe which makes the system collapse) or because an organized and able 
movement, taking advantage of a big crisis, helps them to break down (what some, like 
Ted Kaczynski, call “revolution against technoindustrial system”). 


From technology won’t come but worse and worse problems. “Techno-fixes” to 
society’s or world’s problems always have brought, either in the short or in the long 
term, new and bigger problems, even in the cases when they seem to have been 
effective in solving those problems to which they have been applied (and very often 
they actually have not worked even for this). 


It is not a matter of optimism versus pessimism (i.e. a mere issue about value 
judgements or moral preferences), it is just realism, they are mere facts. There is a 
problem (or something regarded as a problem, whether it is or not). A technological 
advance is devised to solve this problem. In the beginning, if it works, the problem 
seems to be solved. But, always there also happens that: 


1. The new technological advance has a price, i.e. some unavoidable consequences. 
That is, it has an impact on society and on Nature. If only because nothing 
comes from the void, and nothing disappears into the void. Space, matter and 
energy are needed to create this advance and to make it work, and these come 
unavoidably from Nature and cause a physical impact on it. 


2. The process of the creation and use of the new technological advance is 
unpredictable in many aspects and always, to bigger or smaller extent, there 
occur unforeseen side effects, factors with have not been accounted in the 
beginning, new conditions and factors created by the process itself and not 
known previously either, etc. As a result the process always deviates from what 
had been foreseen and this alone makes things not to work exactly like was 
expected they would; and this makes that the eventual technological advance 
neither is so efficient nor lack undesired consequences. 


3. In the long term, those advances that immediately and in the short term seem to 
be effective and to solve the problems which they were developed to solve, end 
up creating feedback loops (vicious circles) which worsen these problems even 
more. 


4. Because new unforeseen problems and complications appear, there emerges a 
need and a temptation of trying to develop new technological advances to solve 
them in turn, repeating and amplifying the process. 


For example, there are millions of people starving in the world (supposedly a problem). 
New selected are created seeds for producing food on poor soils and harsh climates 
and/or for resisting pests. This causes an increase in food production. Those who 
previously starved, now continue to live. Everything seems great, doesn’t it? Well, no. 
People who continue to live, live to reproduce themselves and population increases even 
more, and in the space of a few years, the supply of food is insufficient again and it is 


necessary to intensify crops and to create new “techno-fixes” to increase food 
production. And thus, we enter a vicious circle. And, meanwhile, complications appear. 
For example, new pests to which the new varieties of plants are not resistant replace the 
old ones taking their ecological niche, so pesticides are needed. Or those survivor 
people and their children worsen even more ecological and social problems. This is 
what happened, for example, as a result of the Green Revolution in the second half or 
twentieth century. And much earlier, as a result of the invention of agriculture. Human 
history generally and specially the current technoindustrial system are full of examples 
of this kind of processes. 


And we can be concerned by this or regard it bad or not (it is a matter of values, i.e. it is 
a moral issue). If it worries us, we will be classified as pessimists. If not, we will be 
regarded as optimists. But, regardless of whether it worries us or not, facts are facts and 
the process that I have just described is an obvious fact. And even so, few are aware of 
its existence. 


So no, technology won’t be the solution. 


The law? Neither. Laws are fundamentally similar to “techno-fixes”, with all that this 
implies (much of the process described above works also, its way, for the creation and 
implementation of laws). And, even if we take no account of this and suppose that laws 
are utterly efficient and are perfectly designed and fit to real cases to solve them in a 
satisfactory, fair and correct way for all the parties affected by a problem (which never 
tends to be the case), they are excessively ephemeral and susceptible to future 
modification (they depend too much on political vicissitudes, among other factors) as to 
offer really durable or definitive solutions to problems (especially to big problems). 


Surely it is necessary a more severe way, much more severe: the destruction of 
technoindustrial system. What would be necessary to physically destroy 
technoindustrial system would be much more severe than past revolutions, than 
terrorism or sabotage on the scale known up to now (it has been too small), and even 
than world wars. Consequences, regarding the scale of the destruction and the number 
of casualties, would be terrible because, at some moment, it should imply massive 
destruction. It is not a game, nor a joke, neither something to do thoughtlessly. 


M.V.: Honestly, I don’t think that technology is the way to save us, as propaganda 
usually suggests, but it could be, maybe, a useful tool to combat the very technology ... 
I think that I didn’t expressed well. 


U.R.: When I read your previous letter, I didn’t know well if when you said “to use 
technology” you referred to “techno-fixes” or to use modern technology against modern 
technology itself, to destroy it. I only answered to the former. 


Regarding the latter, I don’t think that those who hate modern technology must quit 
using it, either in their personal life or in their “political” struggle against technology. In 
personal life, to reject using modern technology only causes difficulties and 
complications to those who decide to follow this path, and this rejection really doesn’t 
bring them any advantage (they are surrounded by a world where everybody else uses 
modern technology; and this, one way or another, affects negatively them also). And 
“politically”, it would be very difficult even to expand efficiently ideas against modern 
technology without using modern technology minimally. Let alone to combat it 
materially. Technoindustrial system can’t be destroyed (if some time somebody tries it 
seriously and there is a chance to do it) throwing arrows or stones to it. 


C) EXHANGE BETWEEN A.Q. AND U.R.:° 


A.Q.: I think that the current enthusiasm of many people about ecology or what they 
call “the environment” (which can be seen in the institutions too) is related with the 
unrest that many people feel regarding the harm that technological development is doing 
to wild Nature. But this genuine feeling of repulsion towards what harms Nature has 
been channelled by technoindustrial society to its own advantage making people worry 
about “fixing” those environmental problems that could harm technoindustrial system, 
and simultaneously believe that they are helping Nature. A good example of this can be 
everything that currently is said and done regarding climate change. Scientists are 
working in order to slow down or mitigate climate change effects, which jeopardize 
technoindustrial system’s development, and that struggle is seen by everybody or at 
least by many people (and by many environmentalists) as something that is done to 
protect Nature, when actually it is just the opposite. It is another system’s “trick”, as 
Ted Kaczynski usually says... 


U.R.: Well, I don’t know to what extent is true that many people feel unrest regarding 
the harm done to Nature. The vast majority of people don’t care about anything but 
themselves, their loved ones or those things that they like, among which isn’t Nature 
precisely. And among environmentalists, most of them don’t care about Nature either 
(even less about wild Nature); and even many of those who care about it 
(conservationists) don’t tend to regard technological development as a problem in itself, 
nor as the root cause of the destruction and subjugation of Nature. And some of them 
even regard it as the solution. Perhaps there are some that certainly feel this unrest, but I 
think that they are very few and, thus, I don’t think that this can explain actually 
environmentalism’s rise. 


Actually, environmentalism pursues only or mainly to improve the artificial 
surroundings of human beings (which is what in practice constitutes the environment). 
And this favours technoindustrial society. Environmentalism works for the system as a 
mending and optimization mechanism in order to maintain a minimally healthy life 
conditions so that human population can keep on functioning in this society (which still 
depends on people to great extent). And this is simply the main reason for 
environmentalism’s rise. And, generally, environmentalists acknowledge all this openly, 
it is not necessary to use deceptions or tricks for them to accept it. Because it is the only 
(or main) thing that most of them wish: to improve the conditions of the artificialized 
environment of humanity in order to make it more inhabitable and bearable and to 
progress. 


Certainly, environmentalism usually mixes up the concepts of Nature and environment, 
as they were the same. And also, it is true that in those few cases when some 
environmentalists do actually care about Nature, the confusion between Nature and 
environment deflects the attention towards artificial environment improvement, 
mistaking this with the defense of Nature, helping to improve technoindustrial society 
this way, favouring the acceptance of technological development (which, many times, 
seems even to improve environment because it diminishes direct emissions, increases 
energy efficiency, etc.) and preventing those environmentalists getting to question it. 
So, they believe they are helping Nature, but they end up defending what destroys it. 
But environmentalism operates as a “system’s trick” only among these few who really 
care about wild Nature. The rest don’t need to be deceived, because they don’t care 
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about Nature at all and they even are advocates of the development of modern 
technology and society. 


A.Q.: The values that conservationists who are followers of Leopold’s land ethics 
profess are the right ones: devotion for wild Nature and rejection towards technological 
progress. But what they propose is nothing but mere idealism. They believe naively that 
education and propaganda generally can make people change their mind and this in turn 
will reduce the impact of human activities on wild Nature. Today, propaganda 
favourable to the respect toward Nature is widely extended within technoindustrial 
society’s institutions (e.g. “environmental education” is regarded as something very 
important) but needless to say that this hasn’t brought any real improvement in the 
current state of wild Nature. At best, in an incomplete and reduced way, a little 
improvement has occurred in some rural areas in developed countries, but it is clear that 
this improvement in the short term has been caused by material factors, like rural 
depopulation and economic globalization (now there are less people in rural areas and 
less resources are harvested from the backcountry because most of the resources that are 
consumed today in countries like Spain come from other areas of the world where, there 
surely, ecosystems are being degraded very quickly to supply the consume by 
developed countries plus the increase in the living standards of local population). Thus, 
partial recovering of some areas or species (legal protection included) in developed 
countries is the consequence of material factors and not of a land ethics or the like. In 
fact, environmentalist ideology has expanded among the population of developed 
countries precisely because those material factors have favoured it. It is not a 
coincidence that this mentality change has happened now and not 100 years ago (though 
100 years ago there were already people who speak in favour of the value of wild 
Nature, like precisely Aldo Leopold). 


U.R.: When did Leopold (and his followers) reject technological development? I think 
that you have a too benevolent opinion of Leopold. One thing is to say that 
industrialism has harmed Nature (this is a historical fact that anyone acknowledges) and 
another to say that industrialism is intrinsically evil, that it is going to harm Nature 
always because it is in its essence to do so (it needs to do it to survive) and that we have 
to do away with it. Most conservationists don’t see this latter neither they accept it. 
Leopold believed, like almost all conservationists, that industrial development can be 
made compatible with Nature conservation. He was a reformist who thought that 
industrialization could be done “well”, without harming Nature. What Leopold had 
valuable was that he valued Nature per se and that he promoted its conservation and 
recovering (which is no small thing). But the rest of his ideas: his land ethics, his 
idealism and his belief in the coexistence of technological progress and Nature, are 
indeed wrong. 


I believe that Leopold’s land ethics is an error. I always have seen a big fundamental 
flaw in it: it is a mere extrapolation of the ethical patterns commonly applied to the 
interactions among humans (compassion or empathy, interests, solidarity, equality, etc.). 
He upheld that there was necessary to extend the circles into which to apply those very 
patterns, including into them other moral consideration objects besides humans (to 
extend the moral consideration circles from loved ones to strangers, from strangers to 
all human race, from all human race to other species, and from other species to the 
whole biosphere). And moreover, he thought that this extension was a moral progress, 
because those circles have indeed been expanding as human societies have developed. I 
simply think that those human ethical patterns aren’t applicable to an ethics that refers 
to our interactions with the wild. This ethics needs other patterns or ways of thinking, 


something completely different. It is an ethics or morals because it states that there are 
evil things and valuable things, and from this some duties are inferred, but it is utterly 
different from those ethics that are applied commonly to the interactions among human 
beings, not only because of its amplitude and the nature of its object, but because of its 
own structure and essence, because of itself. Unfortunately, many critics of 
anthropocentrism and many ecocentrism advocates who take Leopold as a reference, 
take also this flaw and repeat it uncritically, trying to apply concepts like ‘interest’, 
‘right’ (prerogative), ‘equality’, ‘empathy’ or even ‘justice’ (apart from values like ‘life’ 
or ‘well-being) to Nature. So, land ethics is what is called an ethic extensionism (to 
extend the conventional, and to some extent natural, human intraspecific ethics to the 
interactions between human beings and non-human beings and between human beings 
and biosphere), and I don’t think that this is a good solution. Most conservationists 
seem to accept and to try to apply this extensionism, though there are some who 
criticize it. 

Regarding environmentalism, as I have said above, one should not mix up 
environmental education particularly or environmentalist or “green” propaganda 
generally with the ideas in favour of Nature. I think that most people don’t distinguish 
enough between them. As I have said, the environment is not necessarily the same thing 
as Nature. Environment is all what surrounds human beings. And today, too often and 
especially in what refers to the most immediate surroundings, environment tends to be 
mainly an artificial, or at least an artificialized, space. Nature, however, is just the part 
of the environment which is not artificial, the natural environment. Unfortunately, the 
vast majority of people (many “greens” or environmentalists included) mix up with both 
things: environment and Nature. And we should not fall into this error. As Dave 
Foreman (one of the few conservationists who sees the difference) says: 
environmentalism is not the same as conservationism, and conservationists shouldn’t 
even speak about defending environment, only about defending the wild. I would add 
that not only conservationists should take this into account, but also all those who love 
wild Nature. 


Of course, you are right that propaganda, preaching ideas, trying to change mentalities, 
etc. don’t work, unless material factors which make society follow its course are 
changed mainly. However well planned is propaganda (e.g. defending the wild instead 
of environment), it won’t work if material factors which determine the course of social 
development don’t change, i.e. if society needs to create, to use and to develop modern 
technology, if world population keeps on being thousands or tens of thousands times 
bigger than how many we should be and if it keeps on consuming more and more. 


Moreover, propaganda only works for changing mentalities and behaviours if it is 
implemented by an enormously powerful propaganda apparatus, and this only can be 
done by states or very large organizations. And, even so, it only works to some extent 
and in some conditions: when it benefits technoindustrial system because it promotes 
behaviours that are necessary for its own subsistence, like recycling, and which amounts 
to the same thing, when it pushes in the same direction of the material and ideological 
trends that already exist in the system. Otherwise, it doesn’t work in practice. Even in 
the case it achieves some influence in the ideas, it doesn’t modify the behaviours, and 
much less society’s functioning. It can make that people have some vague notions of 
some ideas or concepts, and even that they speak about them, but nothing else. For 
example, if on one hand we are told that we should not pollute, but on the other the use 
of industrial processes and technologies which unavoidably generate residues is needed 
or even promoted, the “don’t pollute” litany, however much is repeated and however 


familiar is to everybody, is nothing but hot air. It is something similar to promote 
Christianity and simultaneously to defend and make war, something that has usually 
happened for many centuries in European countries and in their colonies. However 
much Christianity is, among other things, about love of one’s neighbour, even about 
loving one’s enemies, and about other stupidities of the short and however much all 
people were convinced Christians then, they kept on killing one another the same, or 
even more viciously, than when they were pagans, because in those times societies 
needed war to expand themselves, to obtain materials and energy, to regulate population 
size, etc. and because our nature is not precisely Christian (we tend to revenge, to 
defend ourselves if attacked, to attack others if we physically need to, to hate enemies, 
to compete with rivals for status or resources, etc.). That is, because material or physical 
factors (biological factors included) are always the main factors in determining 
individual behaviours and the kind and direction of society’s development. And the 
same works for environmentalism. As happens with leftism (which, by the way, deep 
down derives from Christianity) too. They only work if (and to the extent of) material 
factors make society go in the same direction they promote. Otherwise they don’t work. 


So, yes, virtually all conservationists (those who speak about changing mentalities, who 
are almost all) are idealists who think that they will change people’s way of thinking 
and that, just or mainly, this will slow down or even mend the impact that 
technoindustrial society has on wild Nature. The little rest of conservationists who 
aren’t idealists speak only about legally protecting areas, which, though is a more 
pragmatic attitude, won’t work in the long term either because of other causes (basically 
because of the physical expansion of technoindustrial system). 


